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Sir: 
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AMENDMENT/RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 



October 24, 2005 



Commissioner For Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

This is in response to the Office Action mailed on July 27, 2005. Claims 1-8 are pending in this 
application. Of these, claims 1 and 7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite in their use of the term "substantially". Claims 1, 7 and 8 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over a combination of U.S. Patent No. 5,025,175 of 
Dubois and U.S. Patent No. 6,778,097 of Kajita et al. Objection has been raised to claims 2-5 as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim. Claim 6 has been allowed. 



Applicants have amended claims 1 and 7 to more particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which they regard as their invention. In addition, Applicants offer the following 
remarks to address the §103 rejection of their claims and respectfully request reconsideration of the 
application in view of such amendments and remarks. 



